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1 The .role of regular elementary ci^s- tejefChers in 

implementing Individualized Educati on* Programs .( IEP:s) ffor 
.mainstreamed special education sf udentsC^ was examinfed^n^ a. three phase 
stutiy (student records rieview, tocher survey, and follovup 
ititerview). The approach, based on role theory, examined tHe-^^^ 
statistical independence of ratings accordiif^ to six mutually > . 
exclusive categories (prograin type, geograi»hy /population, grade 
level, skill level /.'experience, and trainiirg) . ^Results indicated that 
regular class teachers were implementing a variety°of modifications 
of their regular programs to accommodate the special needs but a 
minority of the modifications were actually written into the records, 
suggesting the existence of sierious policy issues. The regular class 
teachers were clearly struggling to cope with -increased demands 
related to serving special education ^students:, had substantial, 
discretion as to how they actually worked with -students and 
specialists, and relied heavily oh informal rather than .formal 
processes to achieve progress. (Author/CL) 
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.ABSTRACT 

\ 

The educational administration implications of a study of regular cla^ 
teacher's role in implementing individualized ofeCStion programs (lEPs) 
are discussed.',. The study, based on role theory, included three phases (a 
student records review, a teacher survey and, a follow up interview), and . 
examined the statistical independence' of ratings according to si:^ mutually 
."exclusive categories (program type, geography/population, grade level,' skill . 
level, experience, and training). Results indicated that regular class teachers . 
were implementing a variety of modifications, of their >-egular programs ^o' accom- 
modate- the special needs but a.ny^ity of the modifications were actually ° 
written into the records raising serious policy issues related^ ta serving special 
■education 'students. The reg'ulai;' class ' teachers in tjiis study wer^ clearly ' . 
struggling to'^ciJpe with increased demands related to serving special education 
students, had substantial discretion as to how they actually ^(^rked with students 
' and specialists, and relied heavily on informal r.atl;ier than formal processes • 
to achieve progress. .As such, the teacher can.be viewed as a policy maker, , 
fulfilling the demands of federal and state legislation^within the constraints 
' of limited expertise, lack of time, and increased work loads. 



-2- , IT , 

The* objective of the study was to analy.z.e the role of the regular^ 

elementary classroom teacher /in implementing individualized educatipii 

programs (lEPs) for s^^al education "'students, placed in regular ■classrooms; 

The use'qf the lE^ document by regular classroom teachers was, considered , a 

critical issue given the higj^^" degree, of involvement, time, costs, and • 

■ ■ , . -n, ■ ■, ■ 

expertise Involved in developing lEPs. In the face of deregulation movements, 

/ ■ 

the- mandate to .provide appropriate educational programs in least restrictive 
environments (i.e., regular classrooms) 7««vbe"^,chieved only if regular class- 
room teachers ar\^capable of implementing /^ch programs. Because this study 
focused' on the dislosition an^^use of the lEP once it was developed, the finding 
identified 'the afcyual functions , served By the' lEP in the education of 
exceptional children in r-egular classrooms. 

The analytical scheme^ used in examining the implementation of the lEP • ^ 
^by the regular classroom teacher ^^was Wed on role theory. Three aspects of 
role were adapted for- this study : ptes^ibed or mandated role ; • subj ect ive or_ 
perceived, (idealized) role; and actual (enacted or observed) rol^. The 
prescribed role for th^ regular teacher was defined ^hrough a^review of state 
and federal special 'educational legislation. The perceived and enacted roles 
' of the regular teachers in the lEP process were defined through a thorough 
review of the literature. This; study delineated the enacted. ^nd idealized - 
role^ and analyzed existing relationships with variables identified rtiroiigh 
the literature review.' A-fuU. description of this. review is contained \n the 
final report (Nevin, Semmel and McCann, 1981). ' , 

METHOD 

■ ' ' / • ^ • ' 

.As shoxvn in Fifure I , the study was conducted in three phases: a student- 

% „ , 0 ^ ^ _1 _ . ' 

' ■ ■ ^ 'insert figure I ABOUT HERE . 

lEP records review, a teacher survey, and follow-up, teacher interviews. Th'e ' 



student lEP review phase followed procedure-s -of a regularly scheduled triennial 
review of programs. One hundred lEPs were randomly selected from elemenCary. ^ ^ 
school sites .of a.special education service region in its fifth' yea-r of \ ' 
impleriienting state and federal special e'ducation legislation. TJiis enabled_ 
drawing 4n unbiased sample from rural and urban 'Schools, from primary "(IC-S). and • 
intermediate" (4-6) grades, and from leqs restrictive (resource) programs and 
more restrictive (special class) programs. For eacH'l^P, information wasf^ 
col-lected regarding regular .class teacher involvement in referral, planning^ 
reviewing, and implei^enting* lEPs; 5jStJent of student' participation in and • , 
mQd-!ficati^)ns of regular programs; provisions for physical, education; types 
of goal's and objectives, placement changes and review actions; service ^ 
coordination, and -distributign of copies of the lEP: - 



INSERT FIGURE ■ 2 ABOUT HERE , ■ 

-; • 1 ^ 

The second phase of the study^-irtv^lved written responses t'o a comprehensive^ 
^survey of the regular classroom teachers identif ied in the lEPs reviewed who j 
were serving one or more special education students, in their classrooms. 'As ' 
Shown in Tigure 2^ th£ conceptual sch^e for the(^development of the teachers^ 
survey focused on 4 levels of involvement: awareness level, attitude's level, 
direct instructional i^el and. the support services level. .The survey included . 

■ • ; , V ... . • 

demographic data such as class size,, number of students with lEPs, experience 
.and skill level related, to special education competencies required for certifi- 

, cation as an elementary teacher. In addi'tion, teachers noted the frequency and 
nature. of .interactions with support servide personnel; work effort; frequency 
and' nature of activities in- teaching sp^ial education students; satisfaction 

• with' the progr'^cis'^ of special educatiop students; and frequency and satisfaction 

■ with time involved in diagnostic/prescriptive teaching activities and special 

' education inservice training*"* 



^ THe third phase of 'the study Involved personal interviews wi'th a randomly < 



.Tiu\s^' 



selected subsaijple of the. survey respondents in-order to obtain a measure of the 

reliability and validity of written survey responses and. to obtain additional 

■ " • < * ^ ^ •■ ' ' 

information 'ab^out teacher activijties in implementing lE.Ps. Interviews also 

surfaced perceived. barriers to effective lEP implementation in regular classrooms 

and recommended changes*. ^ -^j ^ . - ■ 

''there were three sources of data: informatd^on collected frW writteu 

• t ^ * ■ • ' 

lEPs; written respoYises* to a comprehensive surveV^ of teachers identified as 

serv-^ng^pecial education students in their regular class; and personal, interviews 

with a ^randomly selected subsample pf survey r.eS*po"4^^ts, As- shown in Figure 3,. 

' ' \ ^ 

the literature review yielded major findings related to the regular class' 

\ 

teacher's role iti implementing lEPs.- Specific descriptive and, correlational 

' ■ ' # ' ' ' ; \ ' . * 

research questions were generated to address arid identify the variables associated 
with (1) role specif ieations for regular classroom teafihers, (2) IE? document 
characteristics, (3) implementer characteristics, (4) Environmental characteristics 
and (5) lEP student characteristics, 

■ ... ., INSERT FIGURE 3» ABOUT HE^ . . 

. the statistical' independence o^: respondents' ratings was tested by * 
grouping resppnses into mutually exclusive' categories for the following key 
variable^ (identihfed through the literature reviexO : Program type (least ^ 
restrictive vs. more restrictive); Geography/pfepulat ion ((urban vs. rui:al) ; 
Grade level (t)rimary, K~3, vas. intermediate, 4-6); Skill level (low, medium, high 



ratings ori 11 special education competencies required Jfor certification', an 
elementary teacl?er) ; Experience (reported years of experience in 5 of the 11 



special education competencies vs. 6. or more) and. Training* (low, those -teachers 
who responded "yes" to receiving training in 5 or/ fewer sp^ial education 

competencies required for certification as an elementary teacher, vs. high, those? 

• ■ . « • • • 

who responded "yes-^ to ^receiving training in 6 or more) . 



RESULTS 



"~ . Table 1 sho^s the variety , of areas in whiclt-'handic*Spped students' participated 

• ■ • 

in regular programs ranging from receas with "the highest per.centage of participation 



■ _ . . 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
• * „ ■ ; . * 

•. ' * ■ ., ^ 

(81%) to math and language with the lowest participation (49%),. Thus nearly 

50% of the sample received instruction in the regulaJ classroop in academic \ 

4 

subjects such as reading and math. As shown in Table 2, this jnatched the most 
frequently named goals and objectives for special education students as noted 
on the lEPs. Thas ft i's clqar' that regular teachers appear to have spme' 

9 J* * ^ ' 

direct role in the pursuit of lEP goals*. ^ ' . . 

•i 

' INSERT TABLE 2) ABOUT HSRE 
. ^ ^ , ^ 1 * . 

A raajoritjrdpf lEP record^ (61%) indicated that regular class teachers wev? 
implementing a wide variety of/ modifications of their regular programs to 
accommodate the special, educ'ation needs of the special edudation studeij^ts 
assigned'to their classes. However, only 2^%(0f these mqj^iilLcations were actually 

,written»-into the lEP, raising serious policy issues related to serving special'. 

.education students'. Table' 3 shows che ^ypes of m9difici. .iou^ implemented ^ 

by regular classroom teachers categorized^ as consequential modification, 

curriculunTiw^if or- process modification. However , many of these'^re 

T/ ' ■' ,•• 'rf 

^ " ' . INSERT TABLE 3' ABOUT HfcRE 

^?ommon teaching techniques used with all students. This is consistent with 
teachers' state^nents that they do *'no thing special" in educating their ^ 
handicapped students. 'Thus it may be debatable whether these modifications' 
belong on the lEP si^e most are part of regular programs. 'Furthermore, tjp.ose 
lEPs which' listed modifications of the regular programs suggest additional 
activities for regular teachers . related to lEP implementation.^ 



Despite these respoitsibilftles, regular teachers were NOT higKly itivdlved 
in the formal lEP prqcess^ shown in Table 4 the teacher survey, findings 



\ .. • ■ , INSERT TABLE 4 . ABOU'P HERE 



/ 

confirmed that regular .class teacher involvement in the lEP process r^inged^. 
from'low involvement ''in some agpects of ^ the formal processe^^-^such as having • 
a copy of the lEP, attending lEP planning meetings) to hi^h involvement in" 
,Qther aspects: -repi-esentihg the- infotinal process (such as modifying the iregular ^ 
proaram, interactiljcig wltn special educatipn*and support personnel, referring 
\ other spudents for testing^^ttid. so on). However , although 74% of the survey 

respohdents indicated they were assigned one or more special education stlideht3,, 
only 23% indicated they had a copy of the^ lEP. This is especially critical in \ 

"*Vthat teachers who 'had a copy of the lEP were more likely to refer to the lEP \ 

\ 

' r 
% (p6.05) compared to those who only had access to ay&d^yl Furthermore, teachers \. 

. . ' • ^ / • ' . / . • • \ 

•with greater experience with special education competencies were also more ^ ^ i 

likely to refer to the document (pifi.05)-. >Iost' teachers used the lEP (Jocument 

\ infrequently - once or tvice per year - ,whereas ^a f ew^reported using the lEP 

onde or twice a month. The most common uses were to review student progr'ess, 

to discuss student progress with special educators and parents while th^ mosti 

■ . ■ ' ' . ■ ]• ■ 

*'uncommon use was to prepare -lesson plans. Teachers who were more likely -to 

refer to the lEP included 1) those whd integrated students- from resource 

program, 2) those with mor^ special education, experience, 3) tliose who had a , 

personal co^y of thefo^IEl', 4) those who attended lEP meeting. . Howeve^, mo^ 

teachers said the lEP was some what helpful , but 20% said not at all helpful .,, • 

Teacher9 who were more likely to report the lEP was helpful were l)i,;;those who 

* , ' •.. z 

had a copy of the, lEP, 2) those .who literally used the lEP, and/3)^>hose'^'W^io 

reported they could teach' special education skills. / • ^-'i 

■ r ^' ■ ■ '|/\ . • K ' 

l-eachers reported interacting most frequently with special education teachers 

• ' . \y : ' » ' ' ' / ' ■ ■ L •■ ■ i 

(90% ipt^'r^cted 1-2 days per week) ; special ' education r^ource specialistSs/ |. 



(75% interacted 1-2. days per wee^J) ; otlt^r regular class teachers (6ez) \ ,^nd ^ 

spec\al education aides (57%). The least f requent-Onteractions were reported 

for special education administratorti,\principals, program specialists, and 

regional special education 'instructional personnel. The nature of suppdtt 

was also reported. "Providing special materials and ideas ^f or ^teaching special 

education students wats most frequen/tly cited for program specialists; resource 

specialists were most 'frequently cited for providing direct instruction time; , ' ^ 

emotional"support or stress reduction and inservic^ training in apecial 

education techniques. A measure of satisfaction with the support received 

■i. . ^ 
• *i ' 

was also obtained. Of those who reported their satisfaction, the highest degre^^ 

of .satisfaction was rep5rted for the services provided by resource, specialists 

and sppcial "class .teacher. ^ • - . ' . 

Although regular teachers in this samp^ were not highly involved in 

formal lEP process, it is clear that they were actively involved in the education 

of handicapped ^tud^nts. Tablets shows the types of a/tivities' in which they 

most frequently engaged, based on their ratings of 26 activities which. frere 

categorized as 8 diagnostic/prescriptive functions. Monitoring progress of 

~\~ ' ^ 

HERE* 



INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT 



special education students in regular classes was most frequently cited. Direct 
Instruction, Assessment, .Planning and Coordinating, Referring, -Supervising 



ERIC 



were cited by 84% to. 66^% of ' the respondents. ^ Due J'rocess and Inservice Functions 
were cited by 29% and 21% of *the respondents,. * Comparisons witl^ ira tings bf ideal 
times to ^engage in each function indicated that most respondents .were quite 

satisfied' with the levels of activity for each dD^gnostic/prescriptive functior.. 

. ■ ■ . ■ • ' ■ . ■ ■ . i ' • . 

A majority felt they should spend more time observing special edtrpators 

" • ' > ■ . '. ' • . ^ 

implement special education techniqueis to^learn an educational practice -which 

helps special education studeixts in . their regular classes.^ Thiar finding was 

• further supposed by respondents' ratings bf inservice training events: ^67%- of 



re^pohdents par titilpate^ in a^ least one special educatlon .inservd.ee event with 
consultation from the special educator , cited by 62% of the respondents. This* 
was rated by. 99% as "somewhat to e^cti?emely'' useful*. Discussion with other ^ 

regular class teachers who ^^Iso had special education students was the nex^t . 

... • • » • • » 

most frequently- cited event: 53% reported they received it and 64% perceived 

it to b^^somewhat to'extremely*^ -useful. Visitation to^ exempl-ary programs 

was cited , by ..86% as "most useful" althoOgh only 9% reRoi:^ed ' they\ad engaged 



in this type of inservice activity. T^hers made several recommendations fbr ' 
change. The most common suggestions included 1) giving teachers more time or 
opportunities to meet with special educators •6?) discuss student progtam ^ 
'instructional technique, 2) receiving inservice trainiiyg which allowed 
opportunities to observe exemplary programs and s^dcial education techjiiques 
as well as consulJ;;at ion with spec4.al educators, 3) receiving training in 
bejhavior management, 'diagnosis of learning problems, instructional prodedure&y 

' ■ ^ • ^ r < ; ■ ^ 

and consul tation/planni.ng. A) being more informed ajjout special services ' 
-available in school an^ district, arid 5) being more involved, in the^ lEP process. 

2' , • . " ■ ! 

yses yielded significant relationships between 

teacher survey items and program type; geography/population, grad.e level, st)ecial 

\ * . ^ . ' ■ • ' 

education training, skill level, , experience, and having a copy of the lEP. 
Teachers in more densely populated areas were more likely to tepo.rt high levels 
of satisfaction with^ support. Teacher's knowledge of^ lEP students enrollment 

- ^ ' . . ^ A H 

in their classes was associated with program type and skill level of tne 
teacher. Tochers who reported^ that the lEP was helpful were mOre. likely to 
.have/high mil levels for the special ^ucation competencies required for 

certifica'tibfi as an elementary teacher. Special education training irt these 

/ • ■ ■/ r ' ■» • - . ^ . . 

competf^tt^ies was correlated with accuracy in^reporting modifications of regiilar 

"/.- ■ ■ • ■ ■ ^^■■^'f' . . • . ' ' ■ " 

prog^-%s. On the job experience'related' to special education competeficies 
wa^|i^ignificantly correlated with teacher ^s referring to the lEP,- knowled^ , 
•pirthe law, and use of special education inservice events. Attendance ; at lEP // 



/ V 



,;/in,eetings^ waa significantly associated with prbgratn type, grade .level, and 

special education pslQll level and training. Finally having a .copy of the TEP ^. 

was significantly associated with referring to the lEP. . . 

• I * . . . * * 

► . ■ .V. . 

• , . DISCUSSION ' ^ ■ 

. • •'• - • • • \. • ■ 

It isTdlear that the regular 'clas3 teachers in this stiyd/ Uete struggling 

■ .\ ^ ' , . ■ . • 
^ ' I . • 

to* cope with increased demands related to serving special ^ducation ^tudents. 

r ' \' 

They had substantial discretion as to how thjey actually worked with the students 

c ■ ' \ 

.and specialists aijd they relied on informal rather than formal processes to 

achieve educational progress. . ' . . • i 

Furthermore^ the intent of the legislation in encouraging instruction^jl' 

opportunities for handicapped ctudeats with their nonhandinsapped classmates 
f 1 ■ ' ' f ^ ' * ■. ■ \ . 

appears to have bfeeiji met. The majority of regular class teachers in this study 

appeared to a&sume i\espf3nsiblity for the education of the special education 

Students assigned to \ their classes. They appeared to be willing and able' to 

/ • \ ' ' 

» . , ' \- ■ 

mqdify the traditional curriculum to accommodate the unique needs and abiUtiqs 

• J ■ V ■ ■ ^ ^ ' ■ ' ' " 

\,of tye students with r^Ps. 

' / Thes'e results may \be interpreted, in- relation to the^ pbservations of Weatherley 



classroom 



affJ/'LiRsKy (1979)' regarding the influence of ^'street' level bureaucrats" on 

' \ ' . K ^ \ ' • ■ 
translating pubidc policy into practice. lA 

teachers ha* substantial discretion in how thejy pctually worked with the student 
as well as with the specialists, i^^l^ed with 



t'tii^ st2dyvf the regular ( 

r 



included procedures for cc^ping with the extra 



demands ahd pressures imposed by 
federal and state special education legislation. These routines were prim^ril^^ 



the student. Thei'r daily Hd^tines 



outsici'fe the formal process'es which special edijcation professionals follow, relying. 



more on informal relationships Wd processes. 



The regular teachers' lack \of involvement in the^ more formal* aspects of 
"*^^**4ihke^IEP process may be interpreted in several ways. ^n5^^? ^thereSnay be an 



11 



i(rn?tSIjal division of labor wherein such rospoitaibility for educatinR handicapped 
fltudeats fs perceived to lie with the special educators. Second, there may be • 
a lacfe of knowledge bf the int^pt and jjrovisionO' of the federal and state laws 
regarding; the .r niyon d'etre tor the formal lEP process. Third, regijlar , 
teachers may be excluded from the formal process by the dijmands of their , \ 

teaching assignment. Finally, administrative arrangements may ejcdlude regular 

^' ; , I ' 

teachers from the process. Most likely, each of these conditions, contributes ' 

1, ' 'v. ! '* ^' 

to the observed, pattern of low involvement in the formal lEP/ process. ^ 

The public policies related to serving special education 8tu(i«nts whioh ' 

/were reflected in the teachers ope^ationalized daily routines included provision 

for iftstfuction in't;he least restrictive environment (iya., the regular classroftm) 

<;ind^mplementatlon of "the lEP. These teachers voluntarily included a propojj/tion 

of soecial education students who either did not need tnodif icatioap of/<Cheir 

regular educatioi^ programs ^or for whjm the teachers had a curriGAJl|um modification 

or special procedure whiclf^i^s effective for the student. In viei of these 

''resiilts, tlie regular classrCrom teacher can be viewed as a policy maker, fulfilling 

the demands of the federal and *state legislation within the constraints of ;^ 

limited *expertise, lack of time, arid i^ncreased Work, load.' . c * 

Li mitations of the Findings \ ^ . * 

The. study focused on the rdle of regular elementary teachers in a system 



which has been, for the past< f ive \years , implementing. the requirements of>^tate ' 

•and federal special ^uc'ation legislatioh WhicK encouralgS's integration of special 

education students in the; regular classroom. Systfems whiclj, have motfe recently 

begun .to iaddregs legislative mandartes may differ significantly.. _ . ,/ 

^ One admin is trativ*e di-fifer^ce between primary (K-3) and intermediate (A-6-) 
T ■ - ^ . ^ ; ^ „ • ' 

•teachers is the departmental apptoach often found at the intermediate level; 

However, .few correlations were found for grade le^l. Theref ore, \ grade level. 

may, not be a vard,able which significantly aff/ects the teacher's role.^ Hpwever, 



•there may be other dif fejffences between regular elementary and secondary 

■ • • , ■ . • , , . 1/ ■ ^ 1 , ■ W . 

teachers' roles. Thus, only cautious generalization cf the fiudings of .."thi^ 

study to the. role gf secondary regular class -teachers who ^implement lEPs 

may be warranted -t-v — .^r. vv . ' ' r 

The ^random sampling process ofr tfiis study, yielded a distribution p^^^tePs 

for students with mild to Severe handicaps. „ This particular random sample ^ 

identified no regular class teachers involved in Implementing lEPs for 
• ' * ■ ... . . ' ■ ■ . ■ ■ ^ / 

.students with severe handicaps. . Thus , it is not ' possible' to determine to 

what, extent teacher behavior^ are similar or different' when' integrating 

students with severe handicaps. • 

■ ■ • ■ i 

The study focused on the perceptions and self report of elementary teachers' 

behaviors, activities, and interactions on behalf of special education studan^s. 

The validity of these perceptions and self-reported behaviors was established^ ^ 

through a content analysis of their stude^nts' lEPs and follow-up oral interX)^iews. 

No attempt was made to obtain perceptions ^pf the regular <jla;ss teacher's role 



from administrators, special educators, parents or^dyocates of handicapped • 
students, or the handica]^ped students themselves. Furthermore, the study 
essentially focused oii proces^ variables (such as instructional activities) and 
presage variables (suck as training or .experience) . The study^ did not evaluate 
the effectiveness of the teacher's role in accomplishing student achievement.. 

■ ■■ ■-■ \ ■ \ ... ■ . ■ 

The major; findings of the study are described according to. percent of 
respondents for^each teacher survey item and each student ifp records review 
item. This informat^^ provided a simple descriptive analysis. It should be ' 
noted that approMmatrel3^\25%^ of the chi square analyses yielded associations at 
P&.05 criterion level. However., the relatively large number of . independent 
tests used increases the -probability^f-^Vpe I'errors in the study. Hence, 
"significance" of any single test must be interpr^tedjwith the utmost caution 
pending replication, in subsequent research. 



Finally,- tfte f indings of the study must be considered 'in the context of, '^^ 
rapidly changing sbciar policies cpnceriiing' the education of handicapped ' V.. '-'^ ; 
children. . Although the mandates . and regulation^af ,P -L.. . 94--142. h^^^ been in 
effect since the mid 1970's/many school districts across the state and country . * 
are stili struggUng to bring their school services into compliance. Especially 
"for school- systems ifieeting challenges for , accountability ±n the face. of declining 
enrollments, in-;r^ased staff prof essionalization and unionization, * and shrinking 
resources, the^indecision which arises from a movement to decrease funding. 

■ ' ^ . / ;■ ■ . ■ \ ■ . } 

for P. L./94-I42 initiatives adds still another ^cha^ Therefore, Ht is 

import'ant that the research which documents the actual involvement of the 
regular class teachers' role /in the da^to-day delivery of educational- pro-grams 
f^r handicapp.ed students be interpreted accordingly, 

; . \ ' « ' . . 

Implications - • . 

■ The following management and supervisor implications of the study's 
findings are of fered with t^e above caveats ^^^fi^ind, ^ ' 

In light of the findings; regular and special education administrators 
Should^ critically review ^their respective and collective supervxsion procedur.es 
to ensure adequate recognition of the role of ^he regular, classroom teacher in. 
implementing individualized educational programs. Several -results of "'this study 
indicate that a) some regular teachers are involved in both the formal and 
informal aspects of implementing lEPs, and many more are involved in only the 
informal aspects; b) some r^fegular teachers are receiving satisfactory levels of 
-resource support in order /to implement lEPs, and c) most regular teachers^are^ 
modifying their programs to accommodate the special needs and abilities of 
students with lEPs. o 

There appear to be several key variables which are under the control of 
administrators and which are' correlated with the regular teacher's role in 
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■ • ■ ■ • • ■ " ■ ■ ■ . ' . • t 

„ ' implement iiigvLEPs". Teachersvmust be .made' aWare pf the presence and characteristics 
/of W special' edticatio^^^ iacluding these . . ; • /^^ 

teachers in lEP" meetings and/or providing them with a personal co^y of "the lEP 
for each child assigned to t|ieir classroom. While the logistics of having ' 

regular class teachers attend lEP meetings may present" some- dif ficulties , 

■ ■ , '■.'''.'■">■ 

there is a -value of having these teachers attend^ the meetings, givfen the 

. observed relationship between attendance and* increased awareness that special 

: education stfidents were placed ~ in class,, as well as implementation lEPs', 
\ ' should override such difficulties! lEP meetings could be scheduled in the ■; 
. late.afteirnoo/, pr substitute teachers or aides be utilized , to all ow regular" 
class teachers to attend these meetings. Further, according to "recent policy 
guidelines, reg#ar teachers who do not attend lEP meetings for their jpec-Ial^^^^ 
education students, should either meet with special ^ucator^-o-H^informed 
about^those students, or receive _a,copy of theJlEP. 

Similarly, logistical problems may surface In the provision of personal 

' copies of lEPs to all regular teachers serving special children. However^^. the 

. i 

empirical data clearly suggest that teachers who' have a personal copy of the 

■' 1 

.* lEP refer to it to discuss the program with the special educators and view it 
" as helpful in providing educational services to the Wudent . Iv Provis^^^^^^^ .. 

copy to special educators or other personnel to which the regular teacher can 

- - . j> 

refer was not found to be an adequate alternative. 

Communication and coordination between regular and' special educators is 
anopher acea in which administrative changes might have a positive effect. The 
- importance of the' resource support and coordinative functions of special 
/ educators for effective implementation of lEPs was evident in all sources of ^ 

• ,' data-in this study, ks well as in other studies (Safer, et al. , 1979; Craig, 
, et al., 1980). Administrators can t|^e steps to facilitate communication an^^^ 

I* . 
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^ coordination betyeen' reguiaf and special educators such ^as scheduling opportunities 
' to discuss, student programming and progress., providing regular and special ' 

^ ediica'tois. opportunities t'o^obserye their , students in other claafsrooms ii^.e^c ' ' 
■ , 'in s^^^^ respectively) and designating someone who . ' . ' 

- " consults with and trains regular class teachers who integrate special education., 

■ Students, y , , ' ' 

'Teachers', knowledge of relevant legislation was found; to be generally 

limited. ■ More than half were avare of state special education* legislation, 
' ° but less than half were ^familiar with the special education 'competencies, and 

even- fewer knew abou,r "^federal special education legislation. However, knowledge 
• .of the laWs was associated, with knowledge of the state special education 

competencies, and knowledge these competencies was related to participation , ; 

// 

■■ 'in inservice training^ Thus, inservice training for regular edupators should 

address federal special education legislation as_ we^ ' . state^j^ in compet^ns,; 
requirements. 

Teachers' knowledge of tlie -special education services '.available at their \^ 
school,- sites also emerged as a significant factor in implementation. Generally, 
regular class . teachers were not highly aware of the available special e'ducation " 

services in their r^pective schools. They achieved an av^eirage accuracy of ■ ' 

56% in naming the "special, education , services as to the specific academic or 
nonacad)mic activities which were provided. This is. important in view of the 
fact that regular clas^ teachers appeared to rely on spetial education personnel 
for the direction and substantive content related to th^ education of their 

■ 7 . ' ' ' 'I ■ 

special education students. / _ • . 

It is recommended that administrators help identi'fy the .administrative' and 
educational practices which enhance the involvement c/f regular class teachers 
in impiement^W lEPs and the effectiveness of such implementation'. A large 

■ • ., ■ ■ ' ■ \. ;■ • / • ■ f 
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proportion 'of the teachers in this study noted, the uae of several Vbest ' I 

pracbtices" (e.g. Johnson and .Zfbhnson, 1978/ Cob per at ive Learning TE^^^^ 

in integrating their special educat ion. students'. , However, many of phe- -. .^ ■ 

regular cla^s teachers in this study did not perceive ^ their, modifications -of : . 

the regular - program ajs special education. Yet, without those modifications, , , 

' \ ... * , ' . ^^^^ ' ^ . •• 

many students .with lEPs might not have been accommodated xin the regular classroom. 

Thes^^ regular education practices should be identified; to determine their value 

f dr . mains t reaming Especial education students as well as for normal progress 

students^- for education in general. . ' 

u ' ^■^ ■ ■ • ■ ■ • . " ■ . ^ . ' • ' 

The policy implications for administrators may be understood in relation 
to Weather ly and Lipsi^y's observations noted^ above regarding the practices of 
"street* lever bureacrats'/. Reported practices were clearly inconsistent with . • ; 
certain legal .requirementTs. Most notable was the disparity between lEP. contents 
and the'actuai individualized education program. Many lEPs lacked specification 
of the modifications o'f the\regular classroom actually being implemented. All 

such special education and related services itiust be, includ-ed in the lEP by / : 

^1 ■,' ' ■ ' . ■ ■ ■ / 

* law.. Assuming that correspondence between policy and prajCtice should .^be^ maximized, 

either the regulartions regardihg lEP contents shour<i3« revised or related 



practices should be modified. Revision of regulations to correspond to these / 



practices would "involve removing the requirements for specification of modifications 

of the regular classroom. However, ^removal of f:he ntandate might ultimately \ 

f ■ ' ' ■ ^ ' ' ' ' . ; V" i 

reduce the 'implementation-of effective modifications currently specified in ; 

some lEPs. ^ * . : 

Practice changes would involve either revising the lEP to match implemeatation\ 
activities or adjusting educational practices to ponform with lEP specifications. 
Revising the lEP to include actual modifications may be appropriate. However, 
it . would be extremely difficult and/lengthy to specify these modifications in 
much detail. Similarly it might be counter-productive^ to limit iieeded j ^ 



! 
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educational services, to those l^is^ in the lEP.sj^ Thus, certain discrepancies" 

between policy and i^ractice^irJ^TTe functional" if not deisirable xn terms o'| 

fulfilling the intend of the-modif ications ,ijot included'' in the lEP meet^ th^ 

• • • • • ..' ^ ■ • . . ^ . • . '■- V ■ • - ■ ^' ; • . 

primary purpose of current special education 'Iggialation, i.e. , providing an, 

appropriate individualized educational program in^the regular education program 

to the maximum extent possible. 

■ ' ' ■ ' ' ' .■ • ■ • 

Other practices and reported deviations from policy are no-.t as equivocal 

in terms of fulfilling'', special education, and lEP go^^ While the lEP meeting 

may facilitate co,inmunication between parents and som.ii school personnel . such as 

the special education teacher or resource specialist, as suggested ,by the Office 

of Special" Education (FR, 1981), this effect largely precludes regular cla^s 

teachers given their low. frequency attendance at lEP meetings. The implication 

for policy is to^ mandate the inclusion of regular class teachers in lEP^. 

meetings.. However, considering the reported time ^^traints of^ regular teachers 

this poliG|>r woul(^ be difficult to- implement. An alternative policy would be to 

require periodic meetings between regular and special educators for teachers x^ho 

cannot attend formal' lEP meetings. This is highly consistent with practices 

reported in this study. Recent recommendations . following thi^ direction haye 

been made by the Federal Office of Special Education (FR, 1981). 

: The managemer\t, monitoring-, and compliance functions of the lEP suggested 

by the Office of Special Education seem to apply to a relatively small proportion 

of regular teachers, since few teachers . actually reeeived copies of the lEP for 

their handicapped students and even fewer used the lEP as a guide for provision ■ 

of a copy of the lEP to all. personnel responsible for implementing any part of 

•' ■ # ' 

the lEP temains a critical issues for* policy makers.^ If modifications of the 

regular program are specified in the lEP, the regular teacher seems tohave/ x 

a clear role in implementation. However, if no such, modifications ar-^ included 

in the document; the regular teacher^s fole in implementation is amorphous. 

- ' ' ■■ ■ ^ 18 , 



Perhaps, the most critical finding of this study for' special education 
policy is the deterinihation that regular ' teachera play a, large part in the 
'education of mo?t Ijandicapp.ed chiidreff. Currerft legislation defines the role 
of 'tiW regular .feducator primaijily by omission. That is", " special education- 
policie^' say- little regarding the -.activities ..of the regular , educator in the • • 
lEP/ proce^ss. While thi$ affords the regular teacher some valuable discretion m 



educating- \:heir handicapped students, it also results in highly variable 

f these, students, with' unknown effects. Unless the role of the 



treatment oi 

y/reguS^tea^cher is formally addressed in special and regular education policies, 
particularly lEP ' regulations , the goals 4nd educational p^gram for the ' 
handicapped child in the re'gufS^ classroom will remain unspecified and therefore 
difficult to evaluate. Further, regular teachers will Have t\ continue to 
educate the handicapped student^ in their classrooms without optimal support, 

/ ■ ■ ■ . ' * : ■ ■■ 

recognition, /and involve^ient until their role is. addressed, in educational policy. 
One area v^prthy of further exploration grom administrators is based on ■ 
■ Ihe'apparenfc reciprocal nature of the regular and special: education systems. 
Regular ■clissroom teachers reported sending- nonhandicapped students to special 

classes fir reasons hanging from being tested as a possible lEP candidate, to 

I I ■ ■ 

receiving special education instruction, to being a tutor" of handicapped' 
students. This activity level was- differentially related to the type of special 

*N classroom. r ' '■ 

L • Finally", the policy 'implications, of the fiAding that regular teachers sent 
non-handicapped studen^to special -education classes deserves particular 
attention. The various reasons>-|or\ this "reverse mains treaming" trend have 
different implications for special education policy. Informal_ referral of \ 
regular education students to the special, class for testing and/or instruction 
clearly contradicts current legislation. However, this practice ^ttests to the • 
daily exigencies of dealing with students in need of |Lmmediate assistance beyond 

ERLC : . . ; • 19 ; ^ 
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that which the regular teacher^ can pro-^ide either due to limited, skills or ..^ 



' environmental constraints. Further, the practice reflects a need to... circumvent 
,.fche formal special education process\''f- referral, assesg^ent, and lEP planning. 
, Jhis,.trend^ including send<irr.egular'edu<;ation 'Studeh special classes for -/ 

^on-acad^ib activities,: lU/alS^ reflect' an 'infiormal . exchange system thrpugh , 

which special and regularTduqators achieve optimal class compositions and size 
- for particular activities.' ' Reverse mainstreamiilg for. participation i:i non- 
academic activities and for peer tutoring appear to fulfill the goal of 
maximizing the education , of -handicapped/ students with .non-ha^ic?.ppefJ, students ,. 
as' well as meeting the daily needs of regular and' special edufcators. . Clearly , . 
■ a more flexible legislative policy, which more closely addresses, the /lay to 
day needs and .pr^tices of regular and special educators at the school site 
level, may better. fulfill the objectives of special and regular educators.. 

Th^ discussion and implications of this study are made in the spirit of 
. adding to. the growing knowledge and data base which , has documented the 
"effectiveness'of implementing lEPs. It is clear that neither litigation nor ^ 
. legislation ensures that educational practices will change as directed. Indeed^ , 
' it has taken over 25 years of court, action and, for some school syste^, 

contirigent withdrawal of federal funds, to implement the 1954 Brown Board of 
Education desegregation decree. It. is anticipated that it will not take such / 

# _ ■ ■ • / . 

: time or contingencies to implement P.L. 94-142. The 'degree of compliance to ' .; 
• 'a law or regulation must be balanced with the extent of* commitment to- the intent 
' of the law.' Clearly P.J.. '94-142 and corresponding state legislation haVe 

comirf&nded the attention of public schoo^l personnel. Because an underlying intent 
of P.-L. 94-142 Is to ensure that handicapped and' non-handicapped students have 
increased opportunities . to learn together, the ^ole of the regula^^ class . 
. teacher in implementing lEPs has a . special place in. assuring the achievement.of 

. i 

that intent.' , " *. 

\: ■ I, 20 '•, 
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TABLE 1 

RANK ORDE^ (HIGHEST TO LOl^ST) 
AREAS OF PARTICI?ATIO^: OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN 
, P.ZGULAR PROGRAM • ' " 



/ 



RANK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
' 7 

8 

9 



SUBJECT 




* PFRPFMT OF ' 


Recess 




81 ^ 


\utrition (Lunch) 




77 


Physical Education 




63 


Art 




58 


Music 




57 


Science ^and Ar:: 




55 


Social Studies ^ . 




51 








Reading 




50 


. Mat]i 
Language 




49 
49 



31 



ERIC 



4l* 



TABLE 2 

RiNK ORDER OF MOST TO LEAST FREQUENTLY CITED 
TYPES OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 



Rank Orde.r 
1 
2 



. 6 



10 
ll 
12 

13 
14 
15 



Goal /Objective 
Reading (deco'ding) 
Math i • 

Oral Language (syntax, expressive 
.language articulation, phonics) 

Spelling (encoding, word analysis, 
grammar) 



pSf^nt lEPs (n=100) 

• • 

77 
55 

. 53 

31 



yCompre^j^ffSibn ♦ 
^ Writing^ (written 1 



langaa'ge) 



Auditory Memory 
(perceptual skills) 

4 

Study Habits (On task behavior, 
independent work skills, following 
directions) 



'elf concept 



Mo-tor coordination, tactile stimulation 
(adaptive P. E., fine motor) 

Academic readiness 

Handwriting , 

-Sel-f-hel-p- 



Basip competencies 
Cooperative behavior 
Imitation ^ 
Signing 



26 
26 

19 

f 11 

10 
10 

7 
6 



-5 
5 



4 
3 
2 
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' TABLE .. 3 

TYPES AND NUMBERS OF MODIFI^ATife OF THE REGULAR PROGRAM 



NO MODIFICATIONS * ^ 

CONSEQUENCE MODIFICATIONS 

Daily Prpgress Reports 
PositiVie Reinforcement 

CURRICULUM MODIFICATIONS 

Adapt Assignments 
Assign to LoweK Grade 
Special Reading \sys tern 
' Science and Art Curri'culum' 



PROCESS MODIFICATIO>{« 



r 



Cross Age Tutoring 
• Flashcard Training 
Extra Tinle to Complete 
Stay after School for Help 
Special Educator.. Team-T^eaches 
with Regular Class Teacher 
Appropriate Leveling/Grouping 
Cooperative Learning . 
Precision Teaching \ 

NL^IBER OF MODIFICATIONS . 



None 

^ Between 1 and 2 
Between 3 and 5 



( 4,) 
( 5 ) 



(18 ) 

(.5 ) 

( 1 ) 

( 7 ) 



( 



A ) 

( 1 ) 

( 8 ) 

( 2 ) 

(15 ) 



(19 ,) 
( 3 ) 
( 3 



) 



V 



39 



31 



55 



39 
51 
10 




TABLE A 

REGULAR TEACHER INVOLVEMENT IN lEP PROCESS 



Student with lEP ^s«igned.to a 
Regular. Teacfier* 



Regular Teacher Modified 
Regular Program 

Student with IE? Referred by 
a Regular Teacher 



Regular Teacher Attende.d 
lEP Planning Meeting 



Regular Teacher Attended . 
lEP R^-view Meeting * 

Regular Teacher Had Copy of lEP 



* ti 



^rcent (n=»100) 
74. 

•61 

45 




17 



(*No 



Note: Some teachers had more than one student whose lEPs were reviewed) 



TABLE. 5 



R.\NK ORDER (HIGHEST TO LOWEST) OF PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n-51) 
ENGAGING IN DIAGNOSTIC/PRESCRIPTIVE ACTIVITIES 
RELATED TO SPECIAll EDUCATION FUNCTIONS 



RANK 
1 

2 ' 



2 
6 
7 



FUNCTION 

Monitor/Evaluate Progress 
Direct Instruction 
Assessnent 

Planning/ Ccolrdinating 
Referral 

Supervise 

Due Process 

Inservice 



PERCENTAGE 
' 94 . 
84 

80 • 

72 
72 

66 

29 

21 



